BACKGROUND: Youth with disabilities receiving SSI experience economic disparities across the lifespan. PROMISE demonstrations strived to overcome these disparities by offering an array of services to improve long-term economic outcomes. Unfortunately, people living at or near poverty often focus energies on meeting basic needs rather than engaging in futureoriented activities. OBJECTIVE: This paper explores engagement with PROMISE services at one demonstration site (called ASPIRE) as a predictor of intermediary employment outcomes. METHODS: Study 1 uses youth survey data at enrollment and 36-months to compare intermediary outcomes between ASPIRE control and intervention youth (n = 1241). Study 2 uses participation data from case management records to construct a logistic regression to explore predictors of employment for ASPIRE intervention youth. Study 3 uses case management records about training participation to explore impacts of various ASPIRE engagement strategies. RESULTS: Study 1. There were few differences between intervention and control group participants in terms of selfdetermination, expectations, employment, and education 36-months after enrollment. Study 2. Intervention youth receiving higher rates of face-to-face case-management services (OR = 1.181) and career exploration activities in year 2 (OR = 1.516) and year 1 (OR = 1.426) become employed at higher rates in year 3, relative to those receiving fewer services. Study 3. Engagement with ASPIRE services was low across the project. A large incentive in the final 7-months of the project resulted in an exponential increase in financial literacy training participation. CONCLUSIONS: Future demonstrations focused on SSI youth with disabilities should utilize incentives early in the project to promote engagement with case-management services and future-oriented training and activities.
Introduction
To receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI), youth under the age of 18 must meet income and resource requirements and have a disability expected to last more than 12 months that severely limits function. Parent or guardian resources also factor into uated from high school by age 20, compared to 63.5% of "persistently poor" (Ratcliffe, 2015) . Similar outcomes are reported for youth with disabilities. Likewise, transition-aged youth receiving SSI experience worse downstream employment outcomes than non-SSI youth with disabilities in terms of employment outcomes, hours worked, and monthly incomes (Berry, 2000; Fabian, 2007; Honeycutt, Thompkins, Bardos, & Stern, 2017) . Together, low rates of educational attainment, low rates of employment, and low wages over time (Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d.) contribute to generational cycles of poverty.
Evidence suggests that limited opportunities to practice employment skills in high school (Benz, Linstrom, & Yovanoff, 2000) , limited opportunities for developing autonomous decision making (Stewart et al., 2010) , and low expectations for future work and independence (Papay & Bambara, 2014) undermine transition outcomes for youth with disabilities. To address this set of issues, the U.S. Department of Education (ED), Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Department of Labor (DOL), and Social Security Administration (SSA) jointly funded the Promoting Readiness of Minors in Supplemental Security Income (PROMISE) demonstration initiative. The goal of PROMISE was to test strategies for overcoming educational and employment disparities for SSI youth with disabilities and their families. Specifically, PROMISE demonstration sites were charged with delivering a consistent set of services to youth and their families to address significant personal and environmental barriers, including low family expectations regarding future employment and independence, low levels of self-actualization and motivation, confusion about benefits and financial options, and limited work exposure and experience (Honeycutt, Kauff, Mamun, Emenheiser, & Cobb, 2019) .
In total, PROMISE funded six demonstration sites across the U.S. to study the effectiveness of these strategies. One of these sites consisted of a six state consortium including Arizona, Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Utah, called ASPIRE (Achieving Success by Promoting Readiness for Education and Employment). This paper builds on previously published results about the ASPIRE study in the areas of youth self-determination, parental expectations, and employment experiences, by extending analyses to include 36-month follow-up data (Ipsen, Kurth, McCormick, Hall, & Chambless, 2019) . In addition, this paper explores strategies for increasing youth and family engagement in ASPIRE services through the use of non-monetary and monetary incentives.
Predictors of positive transition outcomes
There are many predictors of post-school education and employment outcomes for transition students with disabilities. A systematic review of transition interventions reported that interagency collaboration, community experiences, paid employment/work experience, self-advocacy/self-determination training, transition programming, and work-study all had medium to large effect sizes in terms of employment outcomes (Test, et al., 2009) . Other studies informed that paid and unpaid work during high school increased the odds of high school graduation, future employment, and post-secondary education or training for students with varied disabilities (Benz et al., 2000; Carter, Austin, & Trainor, 2012; Joshi, Bouck, & Maeda, 2012; Karpur, Clark, Caproni, & Sterner, 2005; Landmark, Ju, & Zhang, 2010; McDonnall & Crudden, n.d.; Wagner, Newman, Cameto, Garza, & Levine, 2005) . Papay and Bambara (2014) reported that parental expectations for post-secondary employment significantly predicted employment and post-secondary education two-years after high school graduation and Daren, Gau, and Linstrom (2012) detailed that higher parent expectations were associated with higher levels of youth autonomy.
In alignment with these predictors, PROMISE demonstration sites were charged with providing a consistent set of services to intervention youth including case management, career and work-based learning experiences, benefits planning, self-determination training, parent transition training, and financial literacy training.
Issues of engagement
People living in or near poverty often focus their energies on meeting basic needs around food, housing, and security (Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) . Because of this, they are less likely to engage in opportunities that improve future conditions. Behavioral economics highlights this outcome in terms of finite cognitive capacity. In this framework, people can be classified into present-and future-orientations. If time and effort needs to be expended to meet basic needs in the present, this impacts the amount of energy left over for decision making focused on future outcomes (Anderson & Partch-Davies, 2018; Cooper, 2017) .
Interventions aimed at improving outcomes for underserved groups need to consider cognitive orientation. If participants are largely oriented towards the present, they are less likely to engage in activities, behaviors, or training that offer more distal outcomes. In these situations, interventions need to be delivered in a manner that links the desired behavior with solving or addressing an immediate need (Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) .
One strategy to increase motivation among present-oriented people is to use incentives to overcome participation costs. Incentives can come in many forms including direct and contingency payments, prizes, gift cards, non-monetary gifts, or swag. Incentives can also be used to reduce participation barriers, such as providing transportation, childcare, or coaching/support services. In general, incentives are most effective if they are immediately tied to the task (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014; Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) . For instance, if an intervention includes a $20 payment for attending a one-hour workshop, a payment received at the workshop is usually more effective than a delayed payment sent in the mail. Additionally, larger incentives are needed for tasks that are longer in duration or have a longer time horizon associated with achieving an outcome (Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) . In behavioral economics terms, both intensity and duration increase the opportunity costs of participation.
Research suggests a variety of intervention design principles for improving engagement in future-oriented activities. Programs should minimize monetary and non-monetary costs associated with participation; offer a high degree of flexibility to promote engagement; and help participants make the linkage between present action and future outcomes (Ingoldsby, 2010; Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) . The ASPIRE program was developed to address these principles and evolved to meet them better.
The ASPIRE study
A total of 2,051 youth aged 14 to 16 receiving SSI benefits were recruited into the ASPIRE study and were randomly assigned into control (n = 1,018) and intervention (n = 1,033) groups. Of these, 13 control and 126 intervention group participants withdrew from the study, leaving a study sample of n = 1,912. The intervention group received ASPIRE services, including case management, training, and benefits counseling. Sustained case management services focused on working toward future goals in employment, education, and independent living for youth and their families. ASPIRE trainings included youth self-determination/self-advocacy training, parent transition training, and family financial literacy training. The ASPIRE management team set intervention dosage targets of monthly face-to-face case management meetings and 6 hours of training per year for each training area.
ASPIRE methods of engagement
Overall, participation in ASPIRE services fell well-below established targets. As a result, ASPIRE management modified practices throughout the project to increase engagement of youth and families. Case management evolved to increase family engagement by increasing program flexibility. Changes included modifying meeting schedules to accommodate family needs and preferences. Case managers met with families at their homes, public places, schools, in conjunction with other meetings, and at times outside regular business hours, such as on evenings and weekends. Additionally, case management often expanded to include helping families address short term crises so that families could move forward with future-oriented goals (Hall, Ipsen, Kurth, McCormick, & Chambless, nd) .
To increase training participation, ASPIRE offered trainings in a variety of formats and introduced two incentive strategies during the study. The first incentive began in the first quarter of 2016, and consisted of monthly lottery-based payments for training attendance. Specifically, families who participated in any monthly training activity (youth self-determination, parent transition, or financial literacy) were entered into a drawing for a chance to win one of four $25 gift cards. Separate lotteries were held for each intervention, so families had a chance to win more than one gift card in a given month if they participated in more than one type of training activity.
The second incentive was launched in the third quarter of 2018 and consisted of an opportunity to receive up to two $2,500 cash deposits into an Achieving a Better Life Experience Act (ABLE) account for the youth or another family member with a disability. ABLE cash deposits were contingent on the account holder participating in Work Incentives Planning and Assistance (WIPA) benefits counseling, 6 hours of financial literacy training, and opening and activating an ABLE account in their name. Families were eligible to establish more than one ABLE account and up to two per family were allowed to receive the $2,500 cash deposits.
Methods
To explore ASPIRE outcome and engagement strategies, we present three studies. Study 1 compares youth intervention and control groups in terms of intermediary predictors of positive employment and education outcomes, including self-determined decision-making, high expectations for self and from others, and employment and education experiences. Study 2 explores predictors of employment outcomes among intervention youth based on the dosage of ASPIRE services, and Study 3 examines the effectiveness of various engagement strategies for promoting participation in ASPIRE services. The study sample is confined to control (n = 593) and intervention (n = 648) youth who provided survey data at enrollment and at 36-months post enrollment, which represents approximately 65% of the ASPIRE study sample.
Study participants
Control (n = 593) and intervention (n = 648) youth participants were similar at baseline in terms of age, gender, race, ethnicity, disability type, and having a proxy rater. At baseline, 39% of youth were age 14, 31% were age 15, and 30% were age 16. The majority were male (65.3%) with the following racial/ethnic composition: Caucasian (62.2%), Black (13.2%), Native American (7.2%), and of Hispanic/Latino(a) descent (36.1%). Common SSA disability determination categories for the study sample included developmental disorders (such as learning disabilities and speech and language delays; 16.8%), intellectual disabilities (13.9%), autistic disorders (13.6%), personality and impulse control disorders (13.4%), nervous system and sense organs (8.7%), and mood disorders (5.7%). Table 1 provides youth responses to the six American Community Survey (ACS) disability questions. on youth survey answers at enrollment and 36-months post-enrollment. We collected youth survey data at enrollment meetings and then through an external call center for follow-up surveys. Readers should reference an earlier publication for data collection procedures and full descriptions of survey measures (Ipsen et al., 2019) . To orient the reader, however, we provide brief descriptions of study measures.
Data sources

Study 1: ASPIRE control and intervention comparisons Study 1 focuses on group comparisons between ASPIRE control and intervention participants based
Self-determination:
To measure selfdetermination, we used the American Institute for Research's Self-Determination Scale (AIR-SDS) student version -a 24-item scale measuring youth self-determination in two domains including internal capacity (things you do) and opportunity (what happens at home and school). The AIR-SDS factor structure and scale show good overall reliability (Cronbach's a = .88; Wong, Wong, Zhuang, & Liu, 2017).
Expectations:
We measured expectations using (1) two Likert-type scaled questions about parent and school encouragement to find employment, (2) nine "yes" or "no" questions regarding conversations with family members, school personnel, and case managers about having a job after high school, going to college after high school, and how to manage money and finances, and (3) a Likert-type scale question about youth agreement with the statement "I see myself holding a paying job in the next year"
Employment and education:
We measured employment and education with a series of seven "yes" or "no" questions about work-and educationrelated activities in the past 30 days, including part-time work, full-time work, looking for a job, doing volunteer work, in job training or vocational school, going to college part-time, going to college full-time.
Study 2:
Levels of engagement and outcomes Study 2 explores how different levels of engagement with ASPIRE services impacted employment outcomes, after controlling for disability and demographic variables. To explore this relationship, we aggregated data from youths' ASPIRE case management records. Intervention case managers recorded case data on a monthly basis for all intervention youth, including number and type of successful and unsuccessful contacts, youth's current education and employment status, and participation in ASPIRE and non-ASPIRE services (e.g. ASPIRE-sponsored selfdetermination training or meeting with a Vocational Rehabilitation counselor). To compare inputs and outcomes, we created yearly aggregated data in terms of in-person case management meetings, employment and pre-employment activities, and hours of participation in ASPIRE-related training, such as self-determination, parent transition, and financial literacy. We focused on the last three years of the project, when all youth were enrolled.
Study 3: Motivating engagement
Study 3 explores the effectiveness of different incentive strategies in promoting family engagement with ASPIRE services. The data come from case management records that track training participation over time. For each intervention participant, we created a flag for 2 + hours of youth selfdetermination, parent transition, and financial literacy training received during that quarter. These flags were aggregated across case data to arrive at a total number of participants for each quarter (for each training) starting with the second quarter of 2015 when the majority of training contracts were in place and ending with the final quarter of ASPIRE services in 2019.
Data analyses
We aggregated data sources into SPSS V. 22 (IBM Corp., 2013) , which included baseline and 36month control and intervention group data as well as aggregated case management data for intervention participants.
Study 1
We used ANOVAs, Chi-square, repeated measures ANOVA, and Freidman test-statistics to compare baseline and 36-month intervention and control group data for study 1. We included Cramer's V effect size measurements for Chi-square comparisons.
Study 2
We used logistic regression to explore factors associated with intervention outcomes, and reported odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals to explore magnitude of effects. The dependent variable was participation in part-or full-time employment during the 12-month study period in year 3. Explanatory model variables included:
Block 1: Demographics We report two measures of fit for the model. Nagelkerke pseudo R 2 ranges from 0 to 1. Although it cannot be strictly interpreted as the proportion of explained variance, it can be used to proportionately compare the amount of variance explained between different models (Nagelkerke, 1991) . The Chi-square statistic for each block of variables measures the contribution of each block against the null model. For both measures, a higher value implies more explanatory power in the block.
Study 3
To explore engagement strategies, we plotted training participation flags over time to provide a visual analysis of training participation rates, with noted introductions of non-monetary and monetary incentive strategies.
Results
Study 1: Intervention and control group comparisons
We compared baseline and 36-month differences in the areas of self-determination, encouragement and expectations, and employment and educational activities.
Self-determination
Repeated measures ANOVAs showed significant increases in self-determination capacity scores (Wilks' Lambda = .960, F(1, 1149) = 48.0, p ≤ .001) and opportunity scores (Wilks' Lambda = .860, F(1, 1095) = 178.0, p ≤ .001) over time, but no significant time by group differences. Table 2 reports ANOVAs for AIR capacity and opportunity change scores for the control and intervention groups.
Encouragement and expectations
Youth rated their agreement with statements about parent and school encouragement to have a job or career as an adult on a 5 point Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Youth rated their own expectations about working at a job in the next year on a 4 point Likert type scale where 1 = disagree to 4 = agree. Repeated measures ANOVAs showed significant increases in family encouragement for employment (Wilks' Lambda = .954, F(1, 1206) = 58.6, p ≤ .001), school encouragement for employment (Wilks' Lambda = .925, F(1, 1199) = 97.4, p ≤ .001), and selfexpectations for employment (Wilks' Lambda = .981, F(1, 848) = 16.5, p ≤ .001) over time, but no significant time by group differences. Table 3 reports ANOVAs of encouragement change scores for the control and intervention groups. Table 4 reports Chi-square group comparisons for nine yes/no questions about conversations between youth and parents, school personnel, and case managers about having a job, going on to college or further education, and managing money or finances. There were no group differences at 36-months for conversations between youth and parents. Relative to control youth, intervention youth reported increased conversations with school personnel about further education (p = .004) but effects were negligible. Intervention youth reported higher rates of case manager conversations at the 36-months in the areas of having a job (p ≤ . 001), further education (p ≤ .001), and money management (p ≤ .001).
We conducted non-parametric Friedman tests of differences among repeated measures for the control and intervention groups for the variables in Table 4 . For all variables, conversations about jobs, education, and money management increased over time, showing a maturation effect (p ≤ .01). Table 5 reports Chi-square group comparisons for seven yes/no questions about participation in employment and education related activities including working part-time, working full-time, looking for work, volunteering, participating in job training or vocational school, going to college part-time, and going to college full-time. We also computed a yes/no variable for a "yes" response to any of the participation variables, since participation in one activity may preclude participation in another activity. The table shows that with the exception of looking for work at 36-months, there were not significant differences between intervention and control youth. Relative to control youth, intervention youth reported higher participation rates in 'any work or education activity', but the effect size was negligible (Fort Collins Science Center, 2018).
Employment and post-secondary education activities
Study 2: Levels of engagement and outcomes
To explore issues of engagement, Study 2 focuses on the intervention group alone to determine if different levels of engagement predict 36-month partor full-time employment. Because ASPIRE youth entered the program at various times, we focused on the last three years of ASPIRE services, which corresponded with enrollment of the full study sample.
Engagement variables included the number of face-to-face case management meetings in Year 1 (months 1-12), Year 2 (months 13-24) and Year 3 (months 25-36), career exploration activities for each year, and receipt of two or more hours of youth self- Year 1
Year 2 Year 3 Unique participants 2 + hrs self-determination training n = 125, 19% n = 135, 21% n = 85, 13% n = 238; 37% 6 + hrs self-determination training n = 41, 6% n = 59, 9% n = 25, 4% n = 90; 14% 2 + hrs parent transition training n = 76, 12% n = 67, 10% n = 61, 9% n = 143, 22% 6 + hrs parent transition training n = 23, 4% n = 18, 3% n = 15, 2% n = 49; 8% 2 + hrs financial literacy training n = 41, 6% n = 58, 9% n = 362, 56% n = 390, 60% 6 + hrs financial literacy training n = 7, 1% n = 11, 2% n = 340, 53% n = 349; 54% 6 + face-to-face case management mtgs n = 328, 50% n = 325, 50% n = 360, 55% n = 454, 70% 9 + face-to-face case management mtgs n = 167, 26% n = 178, 28% n = 215, 33% n = 285, 44% 1 + job exploration activities n = 320, 49% n = 356, 55% n = 319, 49% n = 503, 44% determination, parent transition, and financial literacy training in each year. ASPIRE intervention targets were for 6 + hours of youth self-determination, parent transition, and financial literacy training in each year of the study, and face-to-face case management meetings every month. Very few intervention participants met this threshold, making it difficult to explore dosage effects. Table 6 provides descriptive statistics for engagement variables. We used binary logistic regression to evaluate the contributions of demographics and intervention engagement variables to predict part-or full-time employment participation. Tables 7 and 8 report results of model statistics.
The odds ratios (OR) of employment were significantly higher for youth who enrolled in the ASPIRE program at age 15 (OR = 2.756) or age 16 (OR = 2.698), relative to those enrolled at age 14. Odds were significantly lower for youth reporting difficulties performing activities of daily living or self-care (OR = .289) and difficulties performing instrumental activities of daily living such as chores and errands (OR = .448), relative to not having these limitations. Current levels of engagement with services did not significantly predict employment. Past intensity of case management face-to-face meetings in year 2 (OR = 1.181) and career exploration activities in year 2 and year 1 (OR = 1.516; OR = 1.426), however, did significantly predict current or year 3 employment.
For the regression, we created indicator variables for youth or family members receiving 2 or more hours of each training because there were too few participants who reached 6 + hour training targets. We ran, but did not include, a comparable regression with indicators for those receiving 6 + hours of youth selfdetermination, parent transition, and financial literacy training. The model revealed similar results, with one notable difference. Parent transition training hours in year 2 significantly predicted year 3 youth employment outcomes, despite the fact that only 18 parents were included.
Study 3: Motivating engagement
Data in Table 6 showed that participation in ASPIRE intervention activities fell far below established benchmarks for the program. One strategy to overcome low levels of engagement is to introduce external motivators, including incentives. ASPIRE provided two different incentives during the program. The first incentive included a chance to win a monthly Figure 1 shows how the introduction of these programs impacted participation in ASPIRE trainings over time.
A small increase in intervention participation was associated with the introduction of the $25 lottery gift cards. Other small increases were associated with a service delivery push among intervention case managers, which included the introduction of increased flexibility in intervention delivery methods and strategies, such as online-webinars, food, prizes, and co-location with other events. A large increase in financial literacy training participation was associated with the ABLE deposit opportunity, a required component of receiving the ABLE incentive.
Discussion
PROMISE demonstrations were required to provide services and supports associated with improved education and employment outcomes among transition youth. These included case management, career and work-based learning experiences, benefits planning, self-determination training, parent transition training, and financial literacy training. Unfortu- nately, very few ASPIRE intervention youth and families met participation targets for these services and supports, making it difficult to evaluate impacts.
Study 1: Intervention and control group comparisons
Study 1 compared intervention and control groups in terms of intermediary outcomes including youth self-determination, future expectations, and participation in employment and education activities. There was a maturation effect for all intermediary outcomes for both control and intervention groups. As youth matured, they showed more self-determined behaviors, had more future-oriented discussions about post-secondary education and employment, and participated in more employment and education activities. Between group differences, however, were slight.
Changes in self-determination scores showed a maturation effect, but no group by time differences. Likewise, intervention and control group youth reported higher rates of parent and school encouragement for employment, and higher rates of discussions with parents and school about employment, further education, and finances over time, but group differences were negligible or non-existent. Findings were significant in terms of case manager discussions with youth about future employment, education, and finances. This probably related to the fact that control group youth lacked an assigned case manager for making this comparison, but builds the case for case management services to build future expectations. There was a significant difference between intervention and control groups in terms of seeking employment, but this difference had a negligible effect size.
One might assert that marginal impacts and negligible effects relate to low participation rates among ASPIRE youth and their families. There is quite a bit of evidence to this effect. For instance, only 6%, 9%, and 4% of intervention youth participated in the target of 6 + hours of self-determination training in years 1, 2, and 3 respectively. Likewise, only 4%, 3%, and 2% of parents attended 6 + hours of parent transition training and only 26%, 28%, and 33% of families participated in 9 or more face-to-face case management meetings in years 1, 2, and 3 respectively. Low engagement means that intervention and control group youth were functionally similar in terms of services received. With the exception of small effects regarding conversations with case managers about employment, post-secondary education, and finances, all other intermediary group differences were negligible or absent at 36-months. This outcome may be shaped by low rates of engagement with ASPIRE services, such that the intervention group resembled the control group in terms of services received.
Study 2: Levels of engagement and outcomes
Study 2 used logistic regression to understand predictors of employment for the intervention group using case management data. Overall, results indicated that past engagement with ASPIRE intervention services was a better predictor of employment than current engagement. Specifically, engagement in terms of more face-to-face case management meetings in year 2 and career exploration activities in years 1 and 2 significantly predicted improved employment outcomes in year 3. Engagement variables in year 3 did not have similar effects on year 3 employment outcomes. This aligns with findings from a preliminary paper that reported lagged engagement variables predicted downstream outcomes (Ipsen, et al., 2019) .
No ASPIRE self-determination, parent transition, or financial literacy trainings significantly impacted employment outcomes. This may relate to low dosages of any of these services. However, these results diverge with an earlier paper that showed youths' past participation in 2 + hours of youth self-determination training increased the odds of employment at year 2 (Ipsen, et al., 2019) . It is possible that early gains in self-determination created earlier employment opportunities, but as youth age these gains diminish due to natural maturation.
We ran a similar model with flags for 6 + hour training targets to explore dosage effects. We did not report results because very few participants met these training targets. Interestingly, however, parent transition training hours in year 2 significantly predicted year 3 youth employment outcomes, despite the fact that only 18 parents were included. Results such as this provide some support for the potential impact increased training intensity could have on important intermediary outcomes including self-determination, parent expectations, and employment.
Study 3. Motivating engagement
Faced with low levels of engagement, the ASPIRE management team modified procedures to promote family engagement. Some modifications related to case management services. For instance, meetings in public places or family homes were cautioned early in the project due to confidentiality and safety issues.
Procedures, however, were modified over time to make it less burdensome for the youth and family to participate, while still addressing safety and confidentiality concerns. The increased flexibility appears to have increased family engagement in case management over time.
Other modifications were made to increase engagement with ASPIRE training initiatives. Starting in the first quarter of 2016, youth and families had a chance each month to enter a drawing for one of four $25 gift cards for each ASPIRE training attended. In the second quarter of 2016, ASPIRE management introduced alternate delivery strategies including online trainings, pre-recorded webinar trainings, and opportunities for case-manager delivery of self-determination training. In the first quarter of 2017, many states rolled out additional engagement strategies such as weekend training events, where ASPIRE covered family stays at a hotel, allowing them to swim, eat, and attend intervention classes; co-located events, where ASPIRE-sponsored training occurred in conjunction with other transition or parent events; and sponsored open houses where families could attend training, win prizes, eat pizza, and receive recognition.
Unfortunately, early engagement efforts did little to improve training attendance. The literature highlights that immediate and guaranteed incentives are more effective than delayed and random incentives for promoting engagement among present-oriented thinkers (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014; Pavetti & Standley, 2016) . It is likely that ASPIRE's gift card lottery incentives were insufficient for overcoming participation costs. A better strategy might involve immediate cash payments in conjunction with training attendance, so that families could address a short term need (such as paying for groceries) through participation.
Introduction of the $2,500 ASPIRE ABLE Deposit Opportunity in the 3 rd quarter of 2018, resulted in dramatic results for the targeted financial literacy training. Within the last six months of the project, 300 (46%) of the intervention study sample (n = 648) received 6 + hours of financial literacy training, and 151 (23%) secured a written Benefits Planning and Analysis Summary. Although the $2,500 ABLE deposit-incentive was large and expensive across participants, it was highly successful in motivating engagement. When one weighs other program costs such as paying for multiple trainings with low attendance, large incentives such as the ABLE deposit may be cost-efficient.
The $2,500 ASPIRE ABLE Deposit Opportunity was offered as a result of a one-year extension of funding to improve participants' future outcomes. The deposit was not necessarily introduced as an engagement strategy, nor was it based on empirical evidence regarding an appropriate incentive amount. The incentive literature suggests that contingency payments must increase in proportion to the intensity and duration of the activity (Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) . The deposit was large enough to promote engagement with the required level of 6 hours of financial literacy training. One wonders, however, if additional training components could have been built into the incentive, such as 6 hours of parent transition and youth self-determination, with similar outcomes.
Given results that show past engagement drives future outcomes, it is unfortunate that various incentive strategies were not tested earlier in the delivery process. The ABLE incentive occurred too late in the project to assess outcomes within the formative evaluation period. Hopefully, national PROMISE evaluators will be able to track educational and employment outcomes into the future to make this assessment.
Limitations
There are limitations to the data and analyses presented. First, implementing the project across six states and corresponding number of agencies, created unique challenges. The ASPIRE consortium of states included a broad cross-section of agency relationships and protocols, training partners, and geographic considerations such as rural and reservation lands that introduced variations in implementation strategies. Additionally, in some sites, organizational issues resulted in significant impacts for the project, such as implementation delays. Together, these delivery variations made it hard to evaluate engagement efforts in a systematic way.
Second, participants were recruited and enrolled across a 20-month period. Although we constrained our analyses to the final three years of the project when the complete study sample was enrolled, some participants received additional services that were not captured. Additionally, results were shaped by low survey response rates across the study. We attempted to collect survey data from control and intervention participants at enrollment (baseline), 12-months, 24-months, and 36-months post enrollment. Survey response rates were 71% at 12-months, 56% at 24-months, and 65% at 36-months. Only 38% of par-ticipants provided data at all data collection points. To maintain the maximum sample size for making group comparisons about ASPIRE outcomes, we confined group comparisons to baseline and 36-month survey data, for a sample size of 1,241 participants. Utilizing baseline compared to 36-month post-enrollment survey data also allowed for the largest possible time period for interventions to occur and impact to be measured.
There were higher rates of non-white and male non-completers, but groups were similar on other key demographic variables and across intervention and control groups. Other limitations highlighted in an earlier manuscript include limitations introduced by proxy raters on youth surveys and geographic representativeness (Ipsen, et al., 2019) . Together, these limitations impact interpretation of results.
Reflection and conclusion
The PROMISE study targeted a group that is hard to reach with future-oriented services. Outcomes from the ASPIRE demonstration reinforced this complexity. Intervention youth remained similar, but slightly improved, despite monumental effort by ASPIRE case managers to engage families, adjust services, and overcome family crises. In part, this finding relates to issues of engagement, and future efforts should heed this issue. ASPIRE data showed that those receiving earlier and more intense case management services experienced better employment outcomes in year 3. If more effective motivators could be introduced early in a project, it is likely these types of engagement outcomes could be improved. Although incentives can be difficult to defend as part of standard delivery practice, they may be a necessary ingredient to address present-oriented thinking. The literature provides suggestions for how these incentives should be structured and incorporated into human service programs (e.g. Pavetti & Stanley, 2016) . Building on these standards in concert with sustained case management services is a pathway worth exploring.
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Endnote
Study data were collected and managed using REDCap electronic data capture tools hosted at University of Utah. REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture) is a secure, web-based application designed to support data capture for research studies, providing 1) an intuitive interface for validated data entry; 2) audit trails for tracking data manipulation and export procedures; 3) automated export procedures for seamless data downloads to common statistical packages; and 4) procedures for importing data from external sources.
